ECONOMIC ANALYSIS

In order to compare costs of waste disposal alter-
natives, three scenarics of saturation development were
investigated. In the first, the entire study area is
assumed to be sewered at present “large lot" type
development; in the second, the recommended rlan,
sewers are assumed to serve about 11,000 dwelling
units, with on-site systems sexrving dwellings on the
remaining suitable land area. The third configuration
studied was one of saturation development with only on-

Site waste treatment, that is, no new sewers. The
results of the cost estimation procedure for each of
the three configurations are presented below.

3.1

*

Large Lot Life Style

This represents the estimated actual costs of
sewering the entire Hillside study area at
existing densities and as Presently platted. To
arrive at the total system cost, five sample study
areas were chosen, all with existing "paper plats™
defining a sukdivision. These areas were assessed
for sewerage costs, and an average cost per
dwelling unit was obtained. Finally, these avera-
ges were extended over the study area to obtain an
estimated total cost of sewerage with large lot
lifestyle maintained. ‘ :

The assumptions used in this analysis are:
1. Select five study areas.

2. Use existing subdivision design.
3.'"S§rve all lots with gra#ity sewers.

4. . Lateral costs shared by residents of each
area. Base cost: §$120/ft., ‘with multiplier
for difficulty of constructicn range 1.25 to
2.0. _

5. Trunk costs assessed at 7¢ rer square foot of

lot area, 150 ft. setback exclusion rule main-—
tained. '

The results of this evaluation is given in Table
3-1. They indicate that large lot development
results in high costs for sewerage installation.
This, of course, is to be expected since sewerage
is generally intended for small lot development,
where costs can be divided over a larger number of
users.

| This copy of the Hillside Wastewater Management Plan is provided by
the Hillside's Home And Land Owners (HALO, Inc.).

www.anchoragehillside.org
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Recommended Plan

Saturation development under the recommended plan
would include medium to high density development
in the proposed new sewer service areas 1-4, '
clustered on-site systems in area 5, and indivi-

-dual on-site systems in the remaining suitable,

developable land area. Assumptions made for the.
purposes of this estimate include:

1. Densities of sewered areas will be as shown on
recommended plan map.

2. Flow eguals 100 gpcd plus 25% for infiltration
: and reserve capacity.

3. Lines will be run on basis of single~family,
detached residences. While cluster develop-
ment may save on costs, it was not within the
scope of this study to design subdivisions.

4. Areas of slope steeper than 20% are to be con—
sidered non-developable, .- :

5. Trunk improvements costs assessed same as for
large lot.

6. Service connects: S$S18/ft.

7. Lengths of service connects depends on lot
size ~ costs for each area will be averaged.

The results of this evaluation are shown on Table 3-2.
They indicate that the cost to provide sewerage to
the principal areas to receive sewers range be-

tween $3600 and $4500 per dwelling unit. A more
concentrated development pattern results in lower

pPer unit costs, because of larger number of users.




Total On-Site System Costs

This estimate assumes that the entire Hillside -
will be developed with on-site waste treatment
only. To obtain the costs for typical on-site
systems, local contractors were approached with
sample plans and specifications for installation
of a septic tank and drainfield. The results of
this procedure as well as total on—31te system

~cost are presented below:

Assumptions:

1. Assume two soil types: Sandy and Silt Loam Perco-

laticn Rates-5 and 45/min./in., respectively.
2. Four system configurations were used deep

trench, shallow-trench, shallow trench with
drop boxes and curtain drains, and mound
systems.

3. Size system for 3-Br. house, 1l00C gal. septic
tank.

4. For total, use suitable, unoccupied, private
land at density of 1 D.U. per Acre. -

The results of this evaluation are given on Table
3-4. Given the assumptions of constructicn costs
and system design, on—site sewerage of the
remaining, generally developable areas of the
Hillside will entail a cost of nearly 24 million
in today's prices. .

.
LTy

22



3.4 Comparative Cost Estimates

Table 3-6 indicates the costs of:

1. Sewerage in areas recommended to be served by
sewers.

2. On-site system installation in areas to be
served by systems other than sewerage.

3. Sewerage costs if the entire Hillside is
sewered (costs of sewerage for 1 and 2).

The Plan, if implemented, will cost $74.2 million
($52.5 million for sewerage and $21.7 million for

on-site systems). Although these are sizeable
costs, they must be viewed in comparison: If the
entire Hillside were to require sewerage -- cer-

tainly a possiblity if some form of more compre-
hensive on-site system management program is not
implemented -- this condition would result in an
approximate cost of $510 million.

In tems of per unit costs the recommended Plan
entails the followlng.

Dwellings Acreage Per Unit :
Served Served Cost Total Cost
Sewered : .
Area , 11,650 1,790 54,510 "$52,550,000
On-Site ‘ ‘
Area 5,459 6,825 $4,390 523,964,400

Thus, on a per unit basis, the costs of on-site
and sewerage are relatlvely similar.
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PABLE 3-3

ON-SITE SYSTEM ALTERNATES

Estimated System Capital Costs*

Type System Silt Ioam Sandy Scils
Deep Tr ench g 3,650 $ 3,900
Shallow Trench with . 3,625 . "3,875

Drop Boxes

Shallow Trench with

Drop Boxes and Curtain Drain 6, 425 ' 7,925
(70') .
Mound System . 8,600 | = —e—aaa

*These costs will wvary with soils conditions, terrain,
vegetative cover, and weather conditions. '
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TABLE 3-5

COST OF OFERATION ESTIMATES

) COST PER YEAR
ON-S ITE SYSTEMS OPERATION DWELLING UNIT

(No Reconstruction Costs

are Included) $30.00
(Based on Pumping Every

2 years)

SEWER SERVICE CHARGE $90. 00
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